I 



DOCOHENT RS5UHE 



B0 164 508 



SP 013 568 



AUTHOR 
TiTlLE . 
PUB DATE i 
NOTE 

ED^I^RICE 
DESCRIPTORS, 



IDENTIFIERS 



Abstract 



Short, Edmund C. ; And Others 

The. General Curriculum Professoriate. * . , 

1 Mar 78 

■ ^ . ■ : V 

MP-$0.83 ilC-$1.67 Plus Postage. / 

♦College Cjirriculuto ; *Doctoral Degrees; *Edac$itional 

Background; B^^^i6nal Research; Educational 

ResponsihilX^iy^ *Higher Education; Job Market; 

♦Occupational'- Surveys; Salaries J 

♦Curriculum" Specialists *V 



The purpose of this s.tudy vas to determine: (1) the 
nature of the positiorfs held by professors of general curriculum and 
the terms of their employment; (2) theit educational and experiential 
backgrounds; (3) ti^eir current academic responsibilities; (4) the 
number of ] doctoral Atud^nts graduating from their general curriculum 
programs in^ the nex^ ttiree years; and (5) the problems these 
professors face in carrying out their work in general curriculum. 
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the' general curriculum professoriate ■* ^ 

'• .V ' ■ ■ . . ^ ' ' 

At the same time that information was'b^ing obtained about the job mArket ' 
* t \ ' . * y ^ ' . 

for curriculum specialists' .in higher odUcation, a related survey was conAucted 

to obtain information regardinjg the^status pf persons now holding^ prof essorships 

in general curriculum in highei'r education, '^'in^ihe absence of empirical data' 

'■^ ■ , ■ " . . . A 
on this topic, it is difficult to know what the professoriate in general 

curriculum is like, what academic programs they provide, and what Impact they 

are having across the country. Data pertaining to these concerns would not ' 

only provide a basis for tfnderatanding the current status of this academic 

specialty, but it would also sei)-ve as a basis of comparison with the results of 

any future survey taken o^, the status of th^ general curriculum professoriate 

in higher"^ education. . i " - ^' ' 

■ ■ ■ .... -^i 

In general, it is of value both to professors in this academic specialty,*;^^- 
and ^to .tTieir departmental and college administrators to have a wider under- 
standing |Lf curriciilum prafieSsors' work' and circumstances than is possible " • - 
from the perspective of a sin^e institution . ' With this' in mind, a nation- - 
wide survey of general curriculum professorship^ was undertaken to ascertain 
information that could be used to construct an ovei^^all profile* of those' holding 
such positions during 1977-78 and to develop a comj^Asite pic tare 'of what they 
do_ and* the problems they face. ' , 

Purpose of the Study ' ^ ■ " ,^ . . 

The purpose of this studywks to determine (1) the nature of the^ positions ' 
held by professors of general^ curriculum and the terms of their employnient ; 'Vv'^":* 
(2) their educational and experient ial backgrounds ; (;3) their currents academic \ • 
responsibilities; (4) the number of doctoral stu^eit^eV graduating ' from their. ^ 
general curriculum programs in the Tiext three years; and (5) the problems th6s^ 
professors face in carrying o\itt their work in general curriculum. . * " : 



^} IV- 7i!:L^ ^ l"!^^ ^i re and, the PoptilaLion Sur v tul 

A IVltem quest loimcii ru was d evt» 1 opucl d 1 i spec i f i ca] 1 y with-lopirs 
suJ^i as ctMit:ryc! ts and saKtry; areas of docLoral prej)ara t joii and gr<viLest: 
expert isefl ime spent in teaching, Teseareh, and, service; titles of courses 
taught; program and advising respons i.h i 1 i t i es ; doctoral graduates; and pro- 
blems faced. This ques t l^jnnxvlr e was designed to be answered by the senior 
general curriculum faculty member in the saipe institutions being surveyed 
regarding vacancies in -general curriculum, as reported in the companion 
study entitled , ..'•Tl/fc> Job Market for Curriculum Specialists in Higher Ed uc/t ion . 
The" Denn.^^in thesq rtinety-five institutions leaving doctoral programs in 
general* c^u-riculum were ..provided a copy of the faculty questionnaire and were 
requested to ask their* senior professor in general curriculum to respond to 
atfd r^t^urn the questionnaire. Seventy-three of the ninety-five qiies t ionnair'es 
(77%/,urfete^ returned. The institutions in which these^respondents ,hold 
positions can he classified by type (58 public, 15 private), location (AA ^ 
urt?an, 29 nonurban) , size of student body (2 under 5,000; 8 - 5' to 10,000; 
18 " 10 to 20,000;. 26 - 20 to 30,000; 19 above 30,000), and regioli of. the- 
^country (NE - 9, SE - 17^, NC - 28, SC - 9, NW - 2, SW - 7), 

Profile of the Responding General Curriculum Professors 

■ / . -^ . • ^ 

Positions and Terms, of Employment 

Jhe total number of respondent's was 73. Of these, 36 are Full Professors, 
1 is Research Professor , ^ 23 are Associate Professors, 6 are Assistant Professors, 
7 are- of unknown rank. ^30% are the only Professor »of Curriculum in their 
institution; 26% have 3 others; 15% have 2 others: and 10% have 1 other, 
99% hdld full-time positions. 85% are tendrqd. Contracts are held for 9 
month* of the year by Al%, for 9 months .plus summers. by 19%, for 10 months 
by 19%^ and for 12 months by 12%. Total salaries for the 1976-77 year were 



$20 - 25,000 for .3,8%, $25 - 30,000 for Ibl, abovo $30,000 for ^OJ^," ,i.ul $15 - 
20,000 for 11%. 9;il.ary increases Jn ' 1 977-78 over 1976-77 were $1,000 to 1,500 
for 28%, $1 ,500 to 2,000 ■ for '20%, $500 to 1,000 for 15%, less than $500 for lA%v 
$2,000 - 2,500 for 10%, over $3,000 'for 5%. and $2,500 - 3,000 for A%. 79% of 
the Institutlvns have provisions for Siibbaticai leave; 41% after 7 years; 1 (i% 
after 6 years; and one year leaves are the most common although for 

neither a semester , a quarter, or a year is the standard length. 50% of salary 
i Che most common pay for 107..' Al% arc in academic units called "Curriculum 
and Instruction;" however, 24 other unit names were reported, indicating place- 
ment often in units liaving little or nothing to do with curriculum or instruction 

Educational and Experiential Background 

59% were prepared in General Curriculum doctoral programs, 8% in Educational 
Administration, .5% in,,Elementary Education, 4% in Secondary Education, 12% 
in others. 37% did qot work as General Curriculum practitioners prior to 
service in higher edqjpation; 14% worked 5 or 6 years; 12% worked 3 or 4 years; 
11% worked 9 or 10 years. 30% h^ve been in their present professional position 
between 6 and 10 years; '27% for 0 to 5 years; 25% for 11 to 17 years; and 18% 
for is years or more. 48% consider themselves expert in Secondary Curriculum, - 
46% in Curriculum 4)esign, 42% in Curriculum Theory,, 40% in Curriculum K-12, 
25% in Curriculum Evaluation, 18% in Curriculum K-6, 14% in Curriculum Inquiry. 
84% are ASCD members. 49% are AERA - Division B members. 32% are members of . 
Professors of Curriculum. . 

Academic Responsibilities 

44% spfend 50-75% of the time teaching, program planning, or advising; 
27% spend 75-100% on these, iho spend 26-50%. 41% spend under 10% on 
research or publr^catWs; '27% spend 10-25%; 15% spend no time; 12% spend ^ 
25-50%. 42% spend under 10% in service activities without additional pay; 
26% spend no time; 25% spend 10-25%. 47%. do not engage in service activitie's 



with addUIunal pay; spend uiuk'r ! OZ of ihciv lime in tliis way. 

HYZ H])VA\t ^)j-7^)% of tlicMr teacliin^ i inw in !^)7()-77 in toac!iin^> Central 
Curriculum Courses, 29% .spent 7.^3-100%, 22'Z spiMid 25-^)OZ, and 18% spent ()-2S% 
of tiioir time this way. Ti\e 73 respondents reported teacliiny; a total of 188 
general rurrtculnm courses dur inj^ 1976-77 . Courses taught ii^ Curriculum K- 1 2 
numbered 35 of 18.6% of the total; 52% of the responden: . never taught this. 
31 courses In Curriculum' Theory (16%) were taughX; 58% of the respondents 
never taught this. 30 courses in Secondary Curricuium - 7 to 12 (16%) were 
taught; 59% of the respondents never taught this, 29 courses in Curriculum 
Design (15.4%) were taught; 60% never taught this. 15 in Elementary Curriculum 
K-6 (8%) were taught; 79% never taught this. 12 courses in Curriculum 
Evaluation (6%) were taught; 84% never taught this.. 11 courses in Curriculum 
Inquiry (6%) were taught; 85% never tdught this. 25 (13%) other general 
curriculum courses wei^ taught, including titles such as Leadership, 
Curriculum Administration, Curriculum History, and Curriculum Innovation. 52 
courses classified as non-general curriculum courses were taught by these same 
73 respondents; this is 22% of the tot^al (2A0) courses taught (general curriculum 
and non-general curriculum). Only '29% of the respondents did not teach non- 
general curriculum courses. Among tit les in this group are Practicum in Per-*- 
formance Based Education, Philosophical Foundations of^ Education, Social Studies 
Education, Introduction to Research, Science Education, Pr incipalship , Hispanic 
Education, Measurement^ and^valuat i,on of Instruction^ 43% do not^teach non- . 
resident .courses; 29% teach non-res-ident-.courses as an overload with extra 
compensation; 16%s teach such courses^in their regular load. , ' 'I 

90% teach doctoral students; 90% t^ach masters students; 61%. teach 
Specialist degree students. 77% are major advisors to doctoral students; ' 4-6 

students being the number mentioned most often* 69% are major advisors to 

\ 



iiKisttM's .-aiidiMits, iUc nuiiihiT nuMit ioiu'd most ottiMi !)iMnp, hi»twiu»n 4 anO IS. 2^7^ 
.ulvlsc iindiTj^nuhiat I' sludi'iits. 277, ndvlHc specialist de^'.ri'c stiuU^nts. 7 27, 
do not advlsr outsidt' >^tMiera I r ur r i I'u I iiin . 

Doctoral pro>;raiiis with which tlii* 7i r ospond(Mi ts work are oriented for 
only \Z exclusively toward the preparation of professors and researchers in 
general cuirr i cu I urn . V^r I8Z the progrnms are oriented only toward the 
preparation of general curriculum practitioners. For 42% the programs are 
e)rlented toward hoth of these combined in the same program. I'or 2V7 they arc 
oriented toward both , hut they are distinguished from each other. 

\ 

-Publications and \other scholarly presentations Center on Curriculum K-12 

J ^ 

for 227, on theory for jjjZ,-o^ 7-12 fcor 15%, on Design, Instruction, and 
Evaluation for about 14%, on Inlnuiry for 8%. 

Consulting centers on Curri^lum Development for 34% and on Instruction 
for 25%, on Curriculum K-12 for 19%, and on Evaluation for 16%. 

Doctoral Graduates Produced 

A total of approximately 260 doctoral students will graduate in General 
Curriculum each yec^r for the next three years (1978, 1979,^1980). 

Problems Reported 

32% reported a lack of college support for general curriculum. 32% 
reported feeling pressure to generate" credit hours to justify faculty positions. 
30% expressed difficulty in placing graduates in college positions. 27% felt: 
they had too heavy ati advising load. No one reported expecting his/her position 
to be eliminated. A number of other problems in individual institutions were 
volunteered by the respondents, including such things as organizational problems, 
favoritism (to others), enrollment declines, need for additional faculty in 
general curriculum at >^he same time there is li t tie likelihqod of such additions. 
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lilt rri)ri't I n^. this Siirvoy of ihv CtMu^ral Ciir r i t-ul urn Pro I t^ssor i a 1 1' 

Tho lartH ostabl i slu^tl by this surv(»y do not lend t lirmso 1 V('s to aiiv 
particular I lUorprc ta 1 1 on . Bocause the survey onrompasscMl only oiio iirofvssor 
in oacti institution, the fa{as rannot he interpreted as applying to the whole 
of the general curriculum jirof essor ia te , These seventy-three respondents re- 
ported a total of 167 other genera 1 ^curr i c u him colleagues in their own 
Institutions, and no dciubt there are others in InsLi tut ions that wc^re not in- 
cluded in the survey. To obtain a complete picture of the professoriate in 
this specialty, it will be necessary to conduct a much more thorough survey than 
is reported here. 

0 

Some of the findings of this study are wortKy of being pointed up in re- 
lation to other facts because of their special interest or significance: 

(1) In the institutions surveyed,, a large number of general curriculum 
professors (30%> have no other general curriculum colleague in the 
same institution despite the fact that all these institutions offer 
doctoral programs in curriculum. 

(2) A large number of respondents (32%) report a lack of support for 
general curriculum despite the fact that all seventy-three offer 
doctoral programs in cjurriculum. 

(3) While approximately 260 doctoral students will graduate in general 
curriculum each year for the next three years (1978, 1979, 1980)., 

A 30% of the respondents expressed difficulty in placing graduates ^ 
' , in College positions, 19% expressed difficulty *in placing- gradi^tes 

in school positions, 11% indicated generalists of|;en had 16 take ^ 
• positions as specialists, and 7% said graduates often had to take 
^ positions for< which they were not specif ically prepared. \(No inference 
should be drawn that these percentages or their totals necessarily 
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rt'prt'stMit t !ir nimv 1 ii^i l 1 1 iit 1 oils iti any cast*,) 'Ilu* stirvt'v ot v.uaiuifs 
ant io ipal In Ii1^»Ium- ediu^ation for j.;otu>ral curriculum professors, * 
as roporliHl In t lie companion .sttitly. Indicates tiiat a limited nuinhcM 
of lifgluM- education positions will be avail aliU> in the near futuri' 
In thl.s specialty. An t I i i)a t eci positions in sciiools was not survi^yed , 
so ft is impossible to say whether the availability of this kind of 
position for the R^^nOral curriculum doctoraj i^raduate will he limited 
or not. 

(A) The fact that no respondent reported expect in^. his/her position to 
be eliminated (f<^r whatever reasons) 1% quite surprising given the 

r- 

fiscal exigencies in many urii vers i t i es at the j^resent time and given 
the expression of lack of college support for general curriculum 
in 32% of the respondents' institutions. On the other hand, there- 
was frequent mention of the need for additional general curriculum- 
professors to augment the ci^frent work force in this specialty at 

a time when ipfwaa recognized that there is little likelihood that 

\ , ^ 

these needed , positions^ will be authorized. 

\ 

(5) Al% x)f those now engaged in'the General Curriculum"Professor iate were 
not-prepared by thei^ own doctoral study in ' the general curriculum. 

^ — > , . * 

^ ■ ' 

specialty. 78% of the total number of courses taught^by these pro- 

*» ^ «• 

feasors fall within general curriculum and 22% lie outside. It is 

■■^\ 

^quite apparent from these fig.ures and from data on indiv-idual re-^ * 
fi s^Onde'nts that the teaching of either t?ype course does not necessarily 

paraJl^el their academic preparation ifi terms of their doctoral specialty. 
It was not possible to interpret' the djita to shot/ how many taught- 
A ' ' strickly within their specialty, but of course this occurred in"" 

\. numerous Instances. _ » * J 
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^Coiis'idtMMt ions loi- I'urthiM Sliulv ol t hr CoiummI ( "hi ! I imi 1 umi I'rof r.-isor 1. 1 r 

Thr siudv irpoi- 1 tMl Iumt provlilrs iMilv .1 Im' i nn i ri); imiliMsl .nul i i^* nt t luN 
(iiMKT.il Cur r i (11 1 iiiTi f'lot t'ssor i.it f n.i ( i onw i ilr . A jmu vrv ot t lir rn( h r pro 
t i\s.sor- i,it in t h i .s spcri.iltv would uot l)t' too (liMlciilt to urulort ,iki' .iiul 
could provido .i much iium-c coinplot.c aiui .iccuratc pro! lie ( Ikui was possil)l(* ) roin 
this limited study. 'W) our knowlcd^'.r, siicli u study lias not hrou picviou<;l- 
allompt("(i , Mid would, i 1 uud(^r I akcii , i>r{>vidi' nccdtul iufOrnhition on the sta^u^; 
ol this essential ,spe(Malty within the more p.enera i ' I■;(lu(^l t i (Uia I Professoriate. 

Tin's initial elTort. has Inclicattnl t hvit certain basic data can he 
readily i>hlaiiu>d. It has also sukk.*^'^' ^ ^'d some cpusstions <irisiu>', from the fails 
juxtaposed in the previous sectL{)n thai mi^;ht hv explored in depth Jn t^t^rnis 
of explanatory hypotheses. Whether for the ^eiu^ral interest of those en^a^ed 
in this specialty or for more practical r4,'ast>ns associated w i t h , 1 ns 1 1 t ut iona 1 
equity or with the academic con t r i bu t : {>n-tyf an essential Mducati(Mi specialty, 
a study of the Ge^nera] Curriculum i^rof essor iate wiJI he tudoed worthwhile. 

» 



